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San Francisco, CA 94105

Subject: Los Angeles Department of Water and Power Comments on Great Basin
Unified Air Pollution Control District 2012 Ambient Air Monitoring Network Plan

Dear Dr. Lakin:

This letter responds to Great Basin Unified Air Pollution Control District's (GBUAPCD)
request that U. S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) approve its 2012 Ambient
Air Monitoring Network Plan (2012 Network Plan). The 2012 Network Plan cannot be
approved by EPA, because among other defects, GBUAPCD'’s PMio and PM; s Quality
Assurance Project Plans (QAPP) have not been approved by EPA in accordance with
40 C.F.R. 58 Appendix A. This regulation requires that “All monitoring organizations
must develop a quality system that is described and approved in quality management
plans (QMP) and quality assurance project plans (QAPP)... " (40 C.F.R. 58 Appendix
A, § 2.1.) The fact that GBUAPCD is operating its monitoring network without a set of
approved QAPPs is deplorable considering that this unverified data is being used to
impose requirements upon the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP)
at significant public expense, and serves as the basis for determining the ultimate
attainment status of the Owens Valley Planning Area (OVPA).

EPA is well aware of this serious problem with GBUAPCD'’s 2012 Network Plan.
LADWP brought this issue to EPA’s attention by its letter dated October 13, 2011.
‘Instead of requiring GBUAPCD to comply with the law, EPA approved the 2011
Ambient Air Monitoring Network Plan. When GBUAPCD considered the 2012 Network
Plan, LADWP again pointed out that the failure to approve the QAPPs violated the law.
Again, GBUAPCD approved the 2012 Network Plan without approving any QAAPs. It is
absurd that GBUAPCD's refusal to change the 2012 Network Plan to comply with the
law means EPA will not provide a formal opportunity for public comment on this network
plan.
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o 'GBUAPCD Board of Governors approved the 2012 Network Plan May 24; 2012.

o ~_outright rejected all of LADWP's requests and. suggestlons on the 2012 Network Pian

- staff prior to the 2012 Netw_ork PIaaneing submlt’;ed to the GBUAPCD Board for. -
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EPA must ensure GBUAPCD complies with applicable regulations to collect and
analyze data in accordance with recognized and approved quality assurance
procedures. GBUPACD should be required to consider and approve adequate QAPPs
ina pubflc proceeding in order to ensure the quality, accuracy, and integrity of the data -
“moving forward. Until this, happens, any data collected pursuant fo these defective
_ Ambient Air Monitoring Network Plans must be disregarded, and the data cannot be

~ used for determining the attamment status of the OVPA and/or to nmpose a:r quahty

' :mtt:gatlon obltgattons upon LADWP . :

. Below are LADWP S ong:nal comments on the 2012 Network Pian w;th add;tzonal -
. responses to the comments made in GBUAPCD S. May 23, 2012, staff report. LADWP :
L 'urges EPA to dlsapprove the 2()12 Network Pfan until |t compiles w:th the faw. - e

| ."_I'.'“ > Background

: in June 2012 Mr Theodoro Shade Alt‘ Pollutlon Control Offacer (APCO) for SRR MR

- .GBUAPCD, submitted to EPA its 2012 Network Plan dated April 20,2012, ;ncfudmg, in - Ll

_ ;Appendpr the proposed network plan for the National Core (NCORE) monltonng R
‘station located at the White. Mountain Research Station, east of Bishop, California, The Lomii

' '.ZLADWP reviewed the 2012 Network Plan and had a number of questtons -and conoerns L
- regardmg the proposed network and momtonng approach advooated by GBUAPCD '
~including the proposed. NCORE plan LADWP. submitted these questaons and concems
" in a comment letter to the GBUAPCD Board on May 16, 2012. However, in the staff -
report for the May 24 GBUAPCD Board meetlng prepared less than two days after '
. GBUAPCD received LADWP's ‘May 16 letter — GBUAPCD. staff either ignored or -

~The short review period within which GBUAPCD, staff drafted the report and issued thelr _ -
recommendation to the GBUAPCD Board raises serious. ‘questions about whether - ERESTR IR
- ':_LADWP $ comments were given adequate consideration by the APCO and GBUAPCD A

imate approvaf

o '.'_z'approval and then to EPA"

-:_'As noted above LADWP is oonoemed that GBUAPCD has been operatmg :ts PMm and SR
. PMas network in the Owens Valley without EPA: approved QAPPS Title 40 Code of =~ .~
~Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 58 Appendlx A requires, among other things, that “All
'”momtormg organizations must deveiop a quality system that is descnbeo’ and approveo'
~in quality management plans (QMP) and quality assurance project plans (QAPP) (40 T
~ C.F.R. 58 Appendix A, § 2. 1). On September 8, 2011, LADWP requested copies of the
: GBUAPCD PMqo and PM2 5 QAPPS The PMm and PMZ 5 QAPPS were recetved from o
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GBUAPCD on September 22, 2011, and September 27, 2011, respectively. Both
QAPPs were unsigned, designated as “drafts” (dated March 2001 and November 2002,
Tespectively), and presumabiy, never approved by EPA

In later correSpondence related to LADWP's appeal of GBUAPCD's 2011 Supplemental
_ Controi Requirement Determination (2011 SCRD) to the California Air Resources Board
(ARB), attorneys for GBUAPCD argued that GBUAPCD and other districts have
- approved QAPPs under the ARB, and that ARB has obtarned EPA’s approvai for the

- QAPPs. However, the ARB Qualrty Assurance Plan (QAP)? referenced i in the - '

" GBUAPCD brief does not fulfill the quality assurance. project plan requrrements in 40
C.F.R., 58 because it does not address all the unigue instrument systems and .

-processes that generate the data used to. identrfy supplemental control areas on O_wens _.

_ ":_';Lake nor does it address GBUAPCD s monrtorrng organization, among other -
~ omissions, Some of those missing system glements (e.g., sand motion momtorang,

- video monitoring) are described on page 11 of the 2012 Network Plan’ s section entitled

““Dust Identification Program "To be clear, although the ARB QAP encompasses the .

~ SLAMS. network that is the subject of the 2012 Network Plan it does not cover the use . .~
~of this data to rdentrfy supplemental dust control areas on Owens Lake because it does

) '_ not properly assure quality for all the: mstrument systems that are used in the dust -

- source identification process descnbed in the 2008 GBUAPCD Owens Vai!ey State : R,
'_:._:Imptementatson Pian (2008 SIP) - Sl RS

LADWP requested that GBUAPCD update rts PMm and PM25 QAPPs encompassmg

all of the instrument systems that are requrred to :mplement the procedures descnbed

“in. the 2008 SIP, mcludrng the monrtorrng organization structure and functions, and to

- have them approved ina publlc proceeding in order-to ensure that the data are bemg
~collected and analyzed in accordance with recognrzed quality assurance procedures

- 'LADWP also, requested that GBUAPCD comptete this work expedltrously, asthe -
-monrtormg network is active and ourrentiy being used to identify emissive sources on

L _-Owens Lake and the Keeler Dunes, evaluate compirance within the OVPA, and to '_ R |
- assess the contrrbuttons from Owens Lake as far away as the Coso Junctron

e 5_'.___Ma:ntenance Area

In response to LADWP s comments above regardmg the !ack.of:approved_._QAPPs e
' -'_GBUAPC{) asserted in rts May 23 2012 staff report that “ rt Is not the LADWPs

' .i GBUAPCD S Opposmon Bnef Regardmg thc 2011 SCRD Appeal State of Cahfomla Arr

 Resources Board, dated April 19, 2012,
.2 The ARB QAP was designed prtmarzly as a gmdance document for the operatlon of- qualrty

assurance programs used by the ARB, local air districts, and industry, whcreas aQAPP isamore

'detalled plan that dcscubcs the quahty assurance procedures f01 a pamcular pro_;ect

SR "
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place to determine the validity of the ARB or District’s QAPP,” and that “... these
documents are scheduled for revision during the 2012 calendar year.” Fi 1rst LADWP’s
comments were submitted as part of the public review period. Second, it is very much
LADWP's business to question the content and validity of GBUAPCD's QAPPs.
GBUAPCD's monitoring network has been operating on the Owens playa for over 10
years, and the data collected from the network have led to the identification, design,
-and implementation of over 40 square miles of dust controls on the playa, at a cost of

--well over $1 billion dollars. LADWP . and the near!y 4-million citizens it serves have every

o raght to expect that the : agency respons:b[e for ordering dust controls in the OVPA — -
- GBUAPCD —isin compllance with all federal rules govemmg the collection and quaiuty

~ assurance of data used in the, decnsnon maklng process. GBUAPCD has been neghgent
“in these duties for more than 10 years. Moreover, even if the PMio QAPP is eventually. -

L -approved in 2012 as GBUAPCD. contends, it is far too little too late for LADWP and its

- ratepayers. EPA and ARB share proport:ona[ respons;b:llty for altowmg GBUAPCD S
breach of these obllgatsons to contanue for S0 Iong and at such great expense to
.':LADWP T : S R R
_'_3. Overali Momtormg Network Des:gn

- GBUAPCD 5 network of source 1mpact momtors zs focused almost ent!reiy on Owens

e “Lake. This is. probiematlc because the current network does not adequatefy assess the

~ contributions from other off-lake source areas that also affect air quality within the =~ _
-: OVPA an area much Iarger that encompasses much more than s:mpfy Owens Lake

. Of the 18 monitors Ilsted in the draft 2012 Network Plan 11 are desngnated as "source '
e ::mpact 'monltors and all of these source impact | monltors are located on or lmmedtately
- -around Owens Lake and the Keeler Dunes. Given the fact that high PMjo - :

~ -concentrations ong!nate from off-lake sources upwmd and downwmd of. Owens Lake

-'GBUAPCD should extend its network to encompass some of these source areas, which =~

affect local communities as well as the overall attainment status of the OVPA. LADWP e
-~ has provided abundant evidence to GBUAPCD over the years that hlgh PMm
: ;-concentrataons ongmate outslde of Owens_Lake;-'*-LABWP requested that GBUAPCD
'_-_.1dent|fy the major off-lake source areas including the Olancha Dunes and the' string of e

*assisted GBUAPCD in their recent assessment of the contribution of Owens Lake dust -
. emissions at the Coso Junotlon PMm monitor, iocated 18 miles south of Owens Lake.
- . GBUAPCD'’s modeling analysns did not include any. off—lake dust sources because the
~ information required to. characterize those sources is not bemg collected by GBUAPCD,
If GBUAPCD is truly mterested in understandmg the sousces of dust that are affectmg '

. ancient dry riverbeds just north of Owens Lake along the eastern side of the valley) and S
o monitor them for both sand motion and dust emissions. This information would have =~~~ F
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the Coso Junction monitor, then it should expand its source-impact monitoring network
beyond Owens Lake.

The Owens Lake network described on page 10 of the 2012 Network Plan states that:
“An additional monitor is located 20 miles south of the lake at Coso Junction.” It is
questionable how a single monitor, located some 20 miles south of Owens Lake with
large off-lake sources in between, can be considered an adequate part of the Owens
Lake network. LADWP requested that GBUAPCD either explain its reasoning more
thoroughly or remove this statement from the 2012 Network Plan: however, GBUAPCD
failed and refused to do so.

GBUAPCD also took issue with LADWP’s statement that: “high PM;o concentrations
originate from sources upwind and downwind of Owens Lake.” GBUAPCD abruptly
dismissed LADWP’s concerns, stating that: “LADWP offers no scientifically defensible
data to prove this assertion.” GBUAPCD's response is preposterous and untenable,
and ignores GBUAPCD’s own data. LADWP has provided abundant evidence of the
importance off-lake sources within the Owens Valley, most of this extracted from the
District's own record. Evidence was submitted as part of, among other things, LADWP'’s
2005 Alternatives Analysis, 2008-2010 Owens Lake Expert Panel proceedings,

2011 Alternatives Analysis, and in numerous letters sent to both EPA and GBUAPCD
regarding the influence of off-lake sources on the Owens Lake and Coso Junction
monitors. GBUAPCD's curt response proves LADWP’s point that GBUAPCD is failing to
adequately investigate off-lake sources.

In providing its own “proof” that large, off-lake sources are non-existent between Owens
Lake and Coso Junction, GBUPACD states: “District staff regularly visually monitors the
area between Owens Lake and Coso Junction and has never identified any ‘large off-
lake sources.” This is not entirely accurate. As GBUAPCD knows, the Olancha Dunes
are located between Owens Lake and Coso Junction, and these natural dunes are
frequently and, at times, highly, emissive. Many other known or suspected dust source
areas are located between Owens Lake and Coso Junction, including a large expanse
of seasonally dry ponds near the Olancha refuse transfer station, and two large and
mostly barren fields located between one and four miles north of the Coso Junction
monitor. LADWP pointed out these sources and their possible influence on the Coso
Junction monitor in a March 15, 2012, letter to EPA, which was copied to GBUAPCD.

Finally, GBUAPCD stated that: “Air quality data indicate that total annual PM,
contributions from offlake [sic] sources are a very small percentage of the PM10
emissions. The Board approved emission inventory in the 2008 SIP confirms this fact.”
First, Board approval of an emission inventory is not evidence that the inventory is
correct or complete. Second, LADWP has conducted its own assessment showing that
GBUAPCD has, through a combination of errors and omissions in the 2008 SIP,
underreported the off-lake PMo emissions within the OVPA by as much as 74,000 tons
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of PM1o per year. GBUAPCD has this information which was submitted as part of
LADWP's appeal to ARB of the 2011 SCRD.

4, Comments on Individual Monitors

A. Keeler PM;q and PM, 5 Monitors

Keeler PM, 5 and PM1o monitors appear to violate EPA'’s siting criteria contained in 40
C.F.R. 58 Appendix E. Under 40 C.F.R. Part 58, Appendix E, 3. Spacing from Minor
Sources: “The plume from the local minor sources should not be allowed to
inappropriately impact the air quality data collected at a site. Particulate matter sites
should not be located in an unpaved area unless there is vegetative ground cover year
round, so that the impact of wind blown dusts will be kept to a minimum.” Keeler
monitors are located atop the GBUAPCD laboratory building near the center of town,
which is surrounded by a network of unpaved streets and roadways that can be dusty
under high winds with no traffic. The old State Highway leading south out of Keeler is
particularly emissive because the old asphalt is seriously degraded and sand covers
many parts of the roadway. This old road continues to be used as a shortcut to Highway
136 and dust plumes generated by passing vehicles have been observed to cross the
Keeler PMyo monitor under southerly winds. Moving the monitor to the north edge of
town would eliminate some of these local influences and provide a more representative
sample of the air quality arriving from sources located outside of town. LADWP
requested that, at a minimum, GBUAPCD consider paving the road that runs along the
east side of their laboratory facility (the west side is paved) because that road is still
open and actively used.

GBUAPCD responded to LADWP'’s comment by stating that: “they [LADWP] offer no
scientific evidence of the extent of the alleged influence” from unpaved roads.
GBUAPCD also stated that LADWP had misread EPA’s siting criteria in Title 40 C.F.R.
Part 58 Appendix E, Section 6.3(b), which states that: “The intent is to locate localized
hot-spot sites in areas of highest concentrations whether it be from mobile or multiple
Stationary sources.”

It is GBUAPCD's — not LADWP's — responsibility to ensure its monitors comply with
EPA's requirements. The facts that the monitor is surrounded by a network of unpaved
streets and roadways, and that LADWP has observed that dust plumes generated by
passing vehicles cross the Keeler PMyq monitor is sufficient to show that the monitor
location violates EPA's siting requirements. Furthermore, regardless of whether there is
proof of impact or not, it is still GBUAPCD's responsibility to adhere to EPA’s siting
criteria.
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With respect to GBUAPCD's statement that LADWP misread the siting criteria, the
purpose of the Keeler monitor is to record emissions from Owens Lake, not to monitor
the influence of nearby mobile or stationary sources. If the Keeler monitor is to be used
to calculate Owens Lake K-factors (emission rates), or to evaluate the PMyg
concentrations attributable to Owens Lake, then GBUAPCD must first subtract the
influence from these localized, non Owens Lake sources. The responsibility for this
action lies with GBUAPCD, not with LADWP. As suggested above, GBUAPCD would
be better served by siting the station away from heavily travelled unpaved roads.

B. North Beach PM;o Monitor

The North Beach PM;o monitor also appears to violate EPA siting criteria contained in
40 C.F.R. 58 Appendix E. The location of the North Beach monitor is especially
problematic because it is located adjacent to two heavily used unpaved roads: a north-
south gravel haul road leading to the Zone 1 shallow flood areas, and the (very dusty)
east-west Boulder Creek Road used for local access.

GBUAPCD responded by claiming that: “The District is solely responsible for siting..”:
that “The North Beach monitor was a compromise..”; that ARB and EPA have both
audited this site, and that “No adverse comments about station siting have ever been
made.” None of these comments address LADWP's concerns that the North Beach
station is poorly sited because it is located adjacent to two heavily used, unpaved haul
roads. LADWP renews its request that this station be relocated to a more suitable
location that is not so greatly influenced by local dust sources.

G. Flat Rock PM1o_ Monitor

The 2012 Network Plan states that during April 2011, the PM;o monitor at Flat Rock
was shut down and moved northeast to the Mill Site (page 10, last paragraph). No
reason was given why the Flat Rock station was discontinued, or why the Mill Site was
chosen. It is important to know why these changes were made. Both LADWP and
GBUAPCD have evidence that the Flat Rock monitor was recording emissions from an
off-lake source area located between the monitor and the regulatory shoreline. These
emissions could have been the reason for the move. However, the Flat Rock dune area
is just one of several off-lake source areas that are known to affect shoreline monitors
under certain meteorological conditions. LADWP stated that GBUAPCD should be
monitoring the emission contribution from known off-lake sources, and that the removal
of the Flat Rock dunes monitor appears to be another example of GBUAPCD’s desire
to disregard the emission contributions of off-lake dust sources. Moreover, off-lake
source areas also influence the Mill Site. Screening for on-lake wind directions cannot
remove the influences of off-lake sources.



Matthew Lakin, Ph.D.
Page 8
September 28, 2012

GBUAPCD responded by claiming that these were “accusation[s] against the District
with no scientific evidence provided to defend it. GBUAPCD already has scientific
evidence supporting LADWP’s concerns. Both GBUAPCD and LADWP are well aware
of the influence of the Flat Rock dunes and surrounding desert due to the fact that a
sand-motion monitoring device was installed there in October 2008 at LADWP's
insistence. A significant amount of sand motion was recorded at that location which
confused the signal from Owens Lake, but also provided evidence of a relatively large
off-lake dust source.

LADWP reiterates its comment that the 2012 Network Plan should explain why the Flat
Rock monitor was discontinued, and why the Mill Site was selected. Regarding the
latter comment, it is very important for the 2012 Network Plan to address the possible
influences from nearby, off-lake dust sources. At the very least, GBUAPCD should
install a sand-motion monitoring device at the Mill Site (as was true at Flat Rock) in
order to verify whether and to what extent off-lake sources are influencing the recorded
concentrations.

D. Coso Junction PM;o Monitor

GBUAPCD improperly utilizes data from the Coso Junction PM;o monitor to assess the
contributions from Owens Lake. This is improper because (1) the Dust ID model has
very poor predictive capability, even at the relatively short plume transport distances
across Owens Lake; (2) the Dust ID modeling protocol described in the 2008 SIP does
not address the unique surface and meteorological conditions that prevail over the long
transport distances between Owens Lake and the Coso Junction Maintenance Area
(CJMA); and (3) the Dust ID model does not include any of the several known off-lake
source areas that influence downwind dust concentrations, and which are therefore
critical for apportioning the PMyq concentrations arriving at the Coso Junction monitor.
Some, but not all of these non-Owens Lake dust sources, were documented in a letter
to the EPA dated March 15, 2012, a copy of which was also sent to GBUAPCD.

GBUAPCD responded that (regarding the March 15, 2012, report): “These assertions
have no scientific merit. The ‘dust sources’ that were documented in LADWP's letter of
March 15, 2012, contain no data whatsoever and have only pictures of ‘sources’ that
are encrusted and not emissive. There is a difference between a scientifically
defensible argument and a few pictures that show non-emissive surfaces. Many of the
areas pictured in LADWP's letter were visited by District staff and found to have a
competent crust that would not become emissive in a wind event.”

The purpose of LADWP's March 15, 2012, letter was to notify both EPA and
GBUAPCD that there are dust sources located nearby and immediately upwind of the
Coso Junction monitor that could be influencing the dust concentrations there, and also



- one field visit. it is GBUAPCD's responszbmty ‘not LADWP's — to investigate these.

- should include the new locations in this plan for pubilc review and comment. -

R Z_-GBUAPCD responded that “Changes in SPM statron do not requrre approvals The

_Iocattons wrth LADWP s approvai and for the soie purpose of prowdlng more refsned
" K-factors on the playa. GBUAPCD. should be willing to provide LADWP with sufﬁcrent
enformatlon to understand where the stations might be moved and why, and this .
' ::nformatron should be drsclosed :n the annual pian that is open for pubhc review and

--'comment
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to point out that it is GBUAPCD's responsibility to investigate whether these sources

are attributing any exceedances at the Coso Junction monitor to Qwens Lake.

GBUAPCD's response, that they visited the sites and found them to be non-emissive,

is, to put it mildly, ludicrous. Temporal changes in surface conditions can render these

_ areas emissive during some parts of the year and completely non-emissive during other
“parts of the year. The abundance of sand and sand-sized particles captured by _

- vegetation and around fences is a testament to the fact that these areas are active S

~during high wind events.. GBUAPCD cannot dismiss these possrbie dust sources with

potential sources before attnbutmg the. exceedances at the Coso Junction monltor to
-'_Owens Lake _ _ N .

| 5 Spec:ﬁc Comments on 2012 Network Plan :

'-'_'A. Paqeﬁ Tab!e1 |

The Specra! Purpose Momtors at T 8 and T-25 have been mactrve smce March 2010
and shou!d be removed from this table o _ : . .

| _GBUAPCD provrded no response to t_hl_s comment,

B Paqe 6 Tab!e 1

. The SpeolaE Purpose Momtors at T-4 and T~23 are currentiy belng refocated on the L
‘Owens playa, It is LADWP’s understandmg that GBUAPCD has selected new iocations
for the monitors, and has solicited help from LADWP.in moving them. GBUAPCD

Otherwise, the stataons will be mstalfed and coltectrng data before they have been -
. formalEy revrewed and approved ST RAER AR S R
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C. Page 6, Table 1

The Flat Rock TEOM was decommlssmned in May 2011. As a result, the Flat Rock
monitor should either be removed from the table, or the table revrsed to show that
-meteorological data only are collected at this site. :

GBUAPCD provrded no response te this comment

_"_D_.  Page6, Table 1
The 2012 Network Plan should remove aII reference to the Srmas Resrdence mon_rtor
~'Simis Residence PM;o monitor was decommlssroned in August 2008, and the
_meteorological monrtorrng was suspended in July 201’{ No momtormg at this locatlon is
_ '_planned for2012 L BRI Lo _ . RSE
_ 'GBUAPCD prowded no reSponse to this corﬁméht -

o ' E Paqe 8 “Core Based Statrstlca! Area

B This phrase appears nowhere eise m the document and shoufd be removed from thrs

' _-'iilst of defrnrtrons RN

o : 'ﬁ '_'irst of deﬂmtions

" GBUAPCD provrded no response to thrs comment

F _ Paqe 8 “Micropoirten Statlstsoai Area

. Thts phrase appears nowhere e!se m the document and should be removed from thrs o
Irst of defmrtrons . . . RPN

| '_GBUAPCD provrded no reSponse to thas comment S

5 "'Paqe 9 “Po;ouiatlon Exposure

k .GBUA_PCD_prowde_d no response to th_is"corrrrrrent.' _'
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H. Page 9, “Representative Concentration”

This phrase appears nowhere else in the document and should be removed from this
list of definitions. -

GBUAPCD provided no response to this comment.

l. Page 9, “Trend Analysis”

This phrase appears nowhere else in the document and should be removed from this
list of definitions.

GBUAPCD provided no response to this comment.

J. Page 9, "Site Comparison”

This phrase appears nowhere else in the document and should be removed from this
list of definitions.

GBUAPCD provided no response to this comment.

K. Page 11, Dust Identification Program, lines 1-4

The text identifies special purpose monitors at T-4 and T-23, but fails to mention that
the monitoring stations are being moved, or to what location the monitors are being
relocated. It is LADWP’s understanding that GBUAPCD has selected new locations,
and that the monitors are in the process of being relocated. If true, GBUAPCD should
be required to disclose this information in the 2012 Network Plan for public review and
comment prior to acceptance of any data collected at the new locations.

GBUAPCD responded disingenuously that: “At the time of the writing of the monitoring
plan locations for the special purpose monitors had not yet been finalized. Special
purpose monitors require no formal review or approval,” and that: “The intent is to
provide the District with the flexibility to install and operate monitors for short-term
studies and move them as deemed necessary by District staff.” LADWP reminds
GBUAPCD that the installation of special purpose monitors at T-4 and T-23 was by
mutual agreement as part of a failed effort to improve the accuracy of the on-lake
K-factors (they are still highly inaccurate), and moreover, that LADWP provided the
TEOM instruments and shelters that were eventually used. These monitors are not
intended to be used to show attainment under the 2008 SIP, and LADWP’s consent
and cooperation is contingent upon these monitors not be used for purposes of showing
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attainment. LADWP’s consent and cooperation is required because the 2008 SIP
stipulates that only shoreline monitors may be used in computing K-factors. Intended
locations and uses must be disclosed in the 2012 Network Plan. If GBUAPCD does not
provide the requested information, LADWP will withdraw its agreement and protest the
use of any on-lake TEOM data on grounds that it violates the 2008 SIP.

L. Page 13, Mono Lake

This paragraph contains outdated information about the Simis Residence monitor,
which was discontinued in August 2008. The out-of-date information should be
removed from this paragraph.

GBUAPCD provided no response to this comment.

M. Page 13, Mono Lake, lines 12-13

The statement “This network is used to provide information on what portion(s) of the
exposed shoreline are emissive and to what extent during a given storm” is a gross
overstatement and therefore misleading. The system can only be used (and even then
with a high degree of uncertainty) to identify emissive areas within the enclosed area of
the 25 Sensits shown on the lower right side of Figure 5. The lineal extent of the Mono
Lake shoreline within this Sensit network is roughly only 4 percent of the total.

GBUAPCD provided no response to this comment.

N. Page 14, 5.0 Recent or Proposed Modifications to Network, Owens Lake

This paragraph again mentions the inactive Special Purpose Monitors at T-8 and T-25.
Both have been inactive for many years and therefore should be removed from the
2012 Network Plan. In addition, this paragraph mentions that the Special Purpose
Monitors at T-4 and T-23 are being moved by “mid-2012,” but doesn’t mention where or
why the monitors are being relocated. LADWP understands that GBUAPCD has
selected new locations and is currently moving the stations. If this is true, then
GBUAPCD should be required to disclose this information in the 2012 Network Plan for
public review and comment prior to acceptance of any data collected at the new
locations.

GBUAPCD’s response to this comment is addressed in Iltem K.



o _-.'-fGBUAF’CD does not have approved Mw and PMZ 5 QAPPs

G "_‘}__(;BUAPCD provrded no responses to these___commen’ts

e The specrfrc issues and conoerns outirned.above uniess properiy addressed greatly
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0. Page 18, 6. 0 Minimum Monitorinq Requirements PMjip

The tabulated data in this SGCtiOﬂ indicates that there are 12 active monitors in the
Owens Lake non—attarnment area. By E_ADWP s count there are oniy 11 monitors
‘proposed for 2012. : L :

GBUAF’CD provrded no response to thrs comment

P '- Paqe 23 Quairtv Assurance Status 3_'

This, paragraph rmphes that GBUAPCD has approved QAPPs when it states * The
District's current Quality Assurance Project Plans..." As prevaousiy discussed, .
‘GBUAPCD does not have its own-approved PMio QAPP This statement must be .
corrected, to avoid further misunderstandlngs For example, EPA ‘appears to have been
- misled in its 2008 technrcai systems audit of the California ARB air quality network that
. -'-_.GBUAPCD has its own mdependent QAPP based upon several statements EPA made
- ;nciud;ng the foilowmg S . : : 8 o :

L .-'_ _ ﬁ“Durmg the audrt EPA recerved a copy of GBUAPCD s most recent PM10 QAPP
- which will be rev:ewed for approvai by Regron 9." |

. .- 3“Frnd1ng GBT Great Basrn operates an mdependent rnonrtorrng, iaboratory and '
'_E-QA Program from that of ARB.” .

.. "Drscussson GB1 GBUAPCD has independent QAPPs for rts PM2 5 and PM?O
e monrtorrng programs and !aboratory operations. The QAPPs mcorporate SOPs -
wrrtten by the Drstrict QA oversrght by ARB consasts of a ﬂow audrt once per o
' year ' : - . o :

3 These staternents are not correct and contrad:ct GBUAPCD s representatron to ARB_
“that it operates under ARB QAF’Ps The 2012 Network Plan shou!d cfanfy that SRR

Rt .undermine the credrbrlrty of GRBUAPCD’s monltorrng network and the- assocrated data

- collected pursuant to this. network. These issues must be addressed prior to EPA "~
; 'approvai of the 2012 Network Plan. In addition, GBUPACD should. be requrred to.
__ update both QAPPs and consrder them ina publrc prooeedrng in order to ensure the

3 Technical Systems Audit of th_e_.Cai_ifornia _ARB, 2007,_ conducted by the EPA Region 9.
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quality, accuracy, and integrity of the data moving forward. Until this happens, all data,
including all data to date, must be disregarded and cannot be utilized to determine the
attainment status of the OVPA.

We appreciate EPA’s consideration of these requests. Please contact me at
(213) 367-1014 or Mr. William T. VanWagoner, Manager of Owens Lake Regulatory
Issues and Future Planning, at (213) 367-1138 if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Martin L. Adams
Director of Water Operations

WTVW:vf
c: William T. VanWagoner




